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,   .   ,  HOUSE  HIGHWAY  SAFETY  COMMITTEE 

Report  of  the  Subcommittee  to  Study  North  Carolina  School  Bus  Accidents 

June  20,  1980 

INTRODUCTION 

The  1979  General  Assembly  directed  the  House  Highway  Safety  Committer 
to  conduct  an  intensive  study  of  school  bus  accidents  (House  Resolution  421], 
The  duty  of  the  committee  was  to  make  a  comprehensive  study  of  the  repent 
rash  of  school  bus  accidents  and  deaths  in  North  Carolina  and,  if  possible, 
to  determine  the  reasons  therefore.   The  committee  was  authorized  to 
consider  the  status  of  the  operators  of  the  school  buses,  the  status  of 
the  school  buses  and  school  bus  equipment,  existing  traffic  laws,  the  number 
of  accidents  involving  transportation  of  children  to  and  from  school  by 
methods  other  than  by  school  bus,  systems  used  by  other  states,  and  such 
other  information  as  the  committee  considered  relevant. 

The  committee  was  further  directed  to  make  a  written  report  of  its 
study  to  the  House  of  Representatives,  including  recommendations  for 
appropriate  legislative  actioju.   Representative  George  Miller  of  Durham 
was  appointed  chairman  of  a  subcommittee  to  study  this  problem  and 
extensive  hearings  were  held  during  both  1979  and  1980.   Other  members 
on  the  subcommittee  are  Representatives  Spoon,  White,  Economos,  Morgan  and 
Lutz  [House  Resolution  421  is  contained  at  Appendix  A], 

The  North  Carolina  School  Bus  System  is  one  of  divided  authority. 
The  buses  are  originally  purchased  by  the  local  school  unit.   Replacement 
buses  are  purchased  by  the  state,  but  are  then  turned  over  to  local  school 
systems  to  operate  and  maintain.   The  State  Division  of  Motor  Vehic:|.es 


trains  the  school  bus  drivers,  certifies  those  who  pass  written  and  road 
tests,  and  decertifies  those  who  commit  certain  offenses.   However,  the 
Division  of  Motor  Vejhicles  does  not  hire  or  ^ire  Sfihool  bus  drivers;  thi^ 
responsibility  rests  entirely  with  the  local  schopl  administrators  and 
local  school  boards.   Once  on  the  job,  the  actual  supervision  of  the 
school  bus  drivers  is  the  responsibility  of  the  principal  or  someone 
designated  by  the  principal.   THIS  SYSTEM  MAKES  IT  VERY  DIFFICULT  TO 
FIX  ADMINISTRATIVE  RESPONSIBILITY  WHEN  THERE  IS  A  SCHOOL  BUS  ACCIDENT. 


SUMMARY  OF  TESTIMONY 

Subcommittee  Hearing  on  April  5,  1979 

The  first  witness  to  be  heard  was  Mr.  Louis  Alexander,  then  Director  of 
the  Division  of  Transportation  of  the  State  Board  of  Education  (now  retired). 
Mr.  Alexander  felt  that  North  Carolina  has  excellent  school  buses  but  that 
some  additional  equipment  is  needed.   He  suggested  additional  mirrors 
to  help  the  drivers,  and  a  "walking  control  arm"  to  keep  the  children 
from  getting  too  close  to  the  front  of  the  bus.   Mr.  John  Lacey  of  the 
University  of  North  Carolina  Highway  Safety  Research  Center  made  the  point 
that  of  the  eight  passengers  fatally  injured  in  the  past  year,  only  one 
was  actually  on  a  moving  school  bus.  Most  of  the  other  fatalities  resulted 
from  children  being  run  over  by  the  bus  before  they  embarked,  or  after 
they  had  disembarked. 

Representative  Miller  inquired  as  to  the  desirability  of  snub-nosed 
buses  as  compared  with  the  traditional  bus  with  the  large  hood.   Mr.  Lacey 
replied  that  there  are  virtually  no  snub-nosed  buses  in  North  Carolina 
at  this  time,  and  the  cost  is  a  good  deal  more  than  the  traditional 
school  bus. 

Subcommittee  Hearing  on  April  13,  1979 

The  primary  purpose  of  this  meeting  was  to  consider  the  school  bus 
structure  itself  and  related  matters.   The  first  witness  was  Mr.  Bill 
Tillet ,  the  new  Director  of  the  Division  of  Transportation  of  the  State 
Board  of  Education.   Mr.  Tillet  said  that  North  Carolina  has  the  safest 
school  buses  that  can  be  built.   He  did  indicate,  however,  that  a  few 
months  ago  in  Yancy  County,  a  girl  was  left  paralyzed  because  of  an  accident 
arising  out  of  brake  failure.   Tillet   pointed  to  that  incident  as  one  of 
the  few  injuries  due  to  mechanical  failure.   He  also  likes  the  snub-nosed 


bus  because  it  is  easier  for  the  driver  tp  see  the  children;  but  right  now 
nobody  is  manufacturing  those  buses  in  any  quantity.   Other  states  are  also 
trying  to  buy  snub-nosed  buses  because  they  consider  them  safer.   Tillet 
pointed  to  the  problem  of  cost;  $15,000  for  a  conventional  bus  versus 
$35,000  for  a  snub-nosed  bus.   (At  a  subcommittee  meeting  of  June  19,  1980 
Representative  Spoon  suggested  that  military-type  snub-nosed  buses  be 
investigated  for  possible  use  as  school  buses.) 

Mr.  Tillet  described  the  new  walking  control  arm  device  he  has  just 
seen  in  Connecticut.   It  is  fastened  to  the  front  bumper  of  the  bus  and 
extends  out  so  that  when  the  door  is  opened  to  unload  children  it  keeps 
them  several  feet  in  front  of  the  bus.   A  purchas.  order  has  already  been 
written  to  install  8,200  of  these  devices  on  buses  transporting  elementary 
school  children  in  North  Carolina. 

Another  new  device  which  will  be  on  newly  puchased  buses  is  the 
tachograph.   This  is  a  recording  instrument  that  keeps  a  record  of  the 
operation  of  the  bus  -  that  is  how  fast  it  goes,  where  it  stops,  etc. 
The  first  one  of  the  tachographs  has  already  been  installed  on  a 
North  Carolina  school  bus. 

Mr.  Tillet  further  stated  that  regulations  had  been  passed  by  the 
State  Board  of  Education  requiring  that  a  seat  be  available  for  each  child. 
He  expects  standees  to  be  completely  eliminated  by  the  end  of  the  1980-81 
school  year. 

In  response  to  a  question  as  to  the  maintenance  of  the  buses,  Tillet 
indicated  the  local  school  boards  are  responsible  for  the  training  and 
supervision  of  the  school  bus  mechanics. 

Subcommittee  Meeting  on  April  20.  1979 

The  principal  purpose  of  this  meeting  was  to  consider  the  driver  of  the 
school  bus.  his  training,  age.  attitudes,  and  other  factors  affecting  his 
performance.   The  first  witness  was  Worth  McDonald,  the  Director  of  the 
Traffic  Safety  Education  Section  of  the  Division  of  Motor  Vehicles.   Mr. 


McDonald  explained  that  it  is  his  agency  that  trains  the  school  bus 
drivers.   The  prospective  drivers  must  pass  both  a  written  test  and  a 
"behind  the  wheel"  test.   However,  it  was  noted  that  this  training  is  on 
an  empty  bus  with  no  passengers  aboard. 

It  is  also  the  Division  of  Motor  Vehicles  that  cancels  a  school 
bus  driver's  certificate  for  certain  violations.   Appendix  B  sets  forth 
the  statute  concerning  qualifications  for  school  bus  drivers  and  contains 
comments  explaining  the  grounds  for  cancellation  of  the  school  bus  drivers 
certificate. 

Mr.  McDonald  further  stated  that  approximately  22%  of  the  school  bus 
drivers  are  adults  (that  is,  age  20  or  over).   Representative  White 
inquired  as  to  whether  the  bus  drivers  were  given  any  guidance  as  to  how 
to  handle  children  on  the  bus;  and  Mr.  McDonald  indicated  this  is  largely 
in  the  hands  of  the  local  school  officials.   Representative  Miller  Inquired 
as  to  whether  the  bus  drivers  are  re-certified  each  year  and  Mr.  McDonald 
replied  that  the  certification  of  a  student  driver  is  valid  until  he 
graduates.   However,  an  adult  driver's  certification  is  valid  for  four 
years. 

Mr.  Lacey  of  the  Highway  Safety  Research  Center  stated  that  16  year 
old  drivers  have  higher  accident  rates  than  all  other  drivers  combined. 
But  the  17,  18,  and  19  year  old  driver  accident  rates  went  down  rapidly; 
and  the  older  high  school  drivers  have  accident  rates  comparable  with  adult 
drivers  [see  Appendix  J].   Mr.  Alexander  added  that  it  is  hard  to  compare 
accident  rates  from  state  to  state  because  each  state  has  its  own  reporting 
criteria. 

Mr.  Lacey  was  of  the  opinion  that  when  a  child  is  killed  by  the 
wheels  of  the  bus  there  are  no  witnesses;  if  there  had  been,  then  they  would 
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probably  have  alerted  the  driver.   In  one  particularly  pathetic  case  a 
child  was  sent  out  to  ride  a  school  bus  for  the  very  first  time  by 
himself.   His  father  was  in  the  penitentiary  and  his  mother  was 
temporarily  in  jail.   The  driver  did  not  know  the  child  was  even  supposed 
to  ride  the  bus  and  somehow  he  was  run  over  and  killed. 

Mark  Fountain,  the  Division  of  Motor  Vehicles  school  Bus  Training 
Coordinator,  raised  the  possibility  of  mandating  a  monitor  for  every 
bus.   Chapel  Hill  has  apparently  tried  monitors  with  some  limited 
success. 

Subcommittee  Meeting  on  April  27,  1979 

The  purpose  of  this  meeting  was  to  take  the  testimony  of  local  school 
supervisory  personnel,  including  principals.   The  first  witness  was 
Mr.  James  Sills,  Principal  of  the  Jordan  Senior  High  School  in  Durham 
County.   He  cited  the  difficulty  of  obtaining  competent  drivers  and  was 
concerned  that  they  are  a  little  less  selective  in  driver  employment 
than  in  the  past.   He  did  think  that  the  State  Division  of  Motor  Vehicles 
did  a  good  job  in  training  the  drivers,  and  further  stated  that  on  the 
average  his  drivers  were  17-18  years  old. 

The  next  witness  was  Mr.  Michale  C.  Pressler,  Principal  of  the 
Carrington  Junior  High  School  of  Durham  County.   He  recited  the  difficulty 
of  obtaining  and  retaining  competent  drivers  and  felt  that  pay  was  a 
major  factor.   Mr.  Pressler  found  his  adult  drivers  to  be  very  reliable. 
Representative  White  asked  if  all  the  buses  came  back  to  the  campus  at 
the  end  of  the  day,  and  was  assured  that  they  do. 

Bruce  Benton,  the  Principal  of  the  Hope  Valley  Elementary  School  in 
Durham  has  orientation  sessions  with  parents  in  which  school  bus 
safety  is  a  major  topic.   He  added  that  he  considers  riding  a  school 


bus  to  be  a  privilege  rather  than  a  right ,  and  that  he  removes  from  the 
buses  students  that  are  unruly.   In  response  to  an  inquiry  by  Representative 
Spoon,  Mr.  Benton  said  that  not  every  bus  in  Durham  County  stays  on  the 
school  campus  overnight. 

The  discussion  then  turned  to  the  state  of  maintenance  of  the 
buses.   Mr.  Alexander  stated  that  a  lot  of  other  states  come  here  to 
study  our  maintenance  programs.   He  also  felt  that  we  have  the  most  - 
economical  school  bus  transportation  system  in  the  nation. 

The  final  witness  was  Denise  Sneed  who  was  completing  a  second 
year  as  a  school  bus  driver.   Sneed 's  only  complaint  was  that  students 
who  get  involved  in  fights  on  the  bus  are  not  forbidden  to  ride  the 
bus  by  administrative  authorities. 

Subcommittee  Meeting  on  June  10,  1980 

The  chairman  opened  the  meeting  by  indicating  that  an  update  from 
interested  agencies  was  necessary  so  that  any  changes  from  last  year  could 
be  determined.   (Previously,  on  June  6,  1980,  the  subcommittee  had  met 
to  plan  its  1980  agenda.) 

Mr.  Worth  McDonald  of  the  Division  of  Motor  Vehicles  stated  that  since 
last  June  additional  mirrors  had  been  provided  for  the  buses,  there 
had  been  additional  in-service  training  for  the  bus  drivers  and 
additional  attention  was  given  to  problems  caused  by  the  school  bus 
passengers. 

Mr.  McDonald  pointed  out  that  many  of  the  accidents  that  have 
occurred  recently  were  a  result  of  other  motorists  running  into  school 
busesf   He  cited  one  case  where  a  school  bus,  which  was  parked  at  night 
on  the  school  groundsjwas  struck  by  a  car  which  ran  onto  the  school 
grounds  after  missing  a  turn. 


McDonald  reiterated  that  the  school  principals  select  the  drivers 
and  that  the  drivers  are  employees  of  Local  Boards  of  Education.   A 
problem  noted  by  both  Mr.  McDonald  and  Representative  Miller  was  a 
school  bus  trainee  is  not  covered  by  the  State  Tort  Claims  Act. 
Therefore  it  is  difficult  for  him  to  get  any  behind  the  wheel  training 
with  a  loaded  school  bus.   This  means  the  trainee  is  trained  on  an  empty 
school  bus, but  then  must  immediately  drive:,  a  loaded  school  bus. 

Representative  Spoon  inquired  as  to  the  desirability  of  monitors 
on  buses  and  Mr.  McDonald  had  doubts  that  it  would  be  effective.   (The 
additional  cost  of  such  a  program  would  be  at  least  $21,000,000  per  year.) 

Mr.  W.F.  Tillet,  Director  of  the  Division  of  Transportation  of  the 
State  Board  of  Education.stated  that  North  Carolina  has  the  safest  school 
buses  that  can  be  purchased.   He  pointed  to  several  other  areas  of 
progress  including  a  State  Board  of  Education  resolution  requiring  at 
least  six  months  driving  experience  before  a  person  could  drive  a  bus; 
the  new  "walking  control  arm"  which  has  been  purchased  for  all  primary 
school  buses;  and  a  regulation  which  will  eliminate  all  standees  on 
school  buses. 

In  response  to  an  inquiry  from  Representative  Millar,  Mr.  Tillet 
indicated  that  the  regulation  prohibiting  the  standees  should  probably 
be  put  into  the  state  law. 

Mark  Fountain  of  the  Division  of  Motor  Vehicles  informed  the 
committee  that  the  number  of  accidents  this  year  appears  to  be  fairly 
much  in  line  with  what  has  been  the  case  for  several  years.   The 
discussion  then  returned  to  the  use  of  monitors.   Mr.  Lacey,  of  the 
Highway  Safety  Research  Center,  said  that  a  survey  of  all  50  states 
and  Canada  indicated  little  or  no  use  of  monitors. 
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Senator  Wynne  raised  the  problem  of  the  use  of  the  new  equipment, 
such  as  the  walking  arms  and  additional  mirrors.   Apparently  the 
equipment  has  been  purchased  but  in  some  cases  has  not  been  installed. 
Worth  McDonald  added  that  few  passengers  are  ever  injured  inside 
of  a  bus. 

Subcommittee  Meeting  on  June  12,  1980 

The  first  witnesses  were  a  group  of  concerned  parents  from  Wake 
County.   They  suggested  adult  drivers,  possibly  mothers  of  students 
who  needed  part-time  jobs.   Some  of  the  parents  felt  that  the  buses  were 
not  properly  maintained  and  pointed  to  problems  such  as  brake  failure. 

Another  problem  in  Wake  County  is  apparently  irresponsible  conduct 
on  the  part  of  some  school  bus  drivers.   One  mother  related  that  her 
child  lost  half  of  a  tooth  due  to  a  collision  with  a  seat  in  front  of 
her  because  the  driver  was  slamming  on  the  brakes  every  few  minutes 
as  a  game.   At  least  one  parent  felt  that  mothers  could  be  hired  as  bus 
drivers  if  the  pay  were  raised  to  $4.00  per  hour. 

One  real  success  story  was  related  to  the  committee  by  Mr.  Harrington 
Morrison,  the  Transportation  Supervisor  of  Harnett  County.   In  Harnett 
County  there  are  158  school  buses  using  90%  student  drivers.   This  year 
they  ran  1,200,000  miles  with  no  accidents.   In  addition,  the  mirrors 
and  walking  arms  have  all  been  installed.   This  is  in  sharp  contrast 
to  some  other  counties  where  this  equipment  still  is  not  on  all  of  the 
buses. 

The  concerned  parents  from  Wake  County  presented  a  written  outline 
containing  all  of  their  suggestions.   These  are  contained  at  Appendix  C. 

Worth  McDonald,  Director  of  Traffic  Safety  Education  Services  for 
the  Division  of  Motor  Vehicles,  also  presented  his  updated  recommendations 
in  writing.   Among  his  suggestions  were  an  improved  salary  scale  for 


school  bus  drivers  and  full-time  bus  supervisor  positions  at  each  high 
school.   The  full  text  of  McDonald's  recommendations  are  contained  at 
Appendix  D. 

John  Lacey,  of  the  Highway  Safety  Research  Center,  also  submitted 
his  recommen4ations  in  writing.   Among  these  recommendations  were  that 
school  bus  drivers  not  be  certified  until  they  have  at  least  one  year's 
licensed  driving  experience;  increase  in  pay  for  school  bus  drivers;  a 
public  monitoring  system  of  school  bus  driving;  and  better  local 
level  supervision.   The  full  text  of  Mr.  Lacey 's  recommendations  are 
contained  at  Appendix  E. 

Ms.  Jan  Holeman,  representing  the  State  PTA  also  submitted  a 
written  statement.   (see  Appendix  F.)  Among  her  suggestions  were  better 
pay  for  drivers,  one  year's  experience  for  drivers,  better  bus 
maintenance  (particularly  concerning  brake  problems)  and  the  possible 
use  of  monitors. 

Ms.  Holeman  also  pointed  to  the  increasing  frequency  of  vehicles 
passing  stopped  school  buses  in  clear  violation  of  North  Carolina  law. 
The  bus  drivers  have  no  trouble  getting  the  license  number  of  the 
offending  vehicle,  but  cannot  identify  the  driver.   Therefore  there 
are  few  convictions.   A  possible  solution  to  this  would  be  enactment 
of  a  statute  similar  to  G.S.  20-141.2  (that  statute  makes  it  prima  facie 
evidence  that  a  vehicle  was  being  operated  by  its  registered  owner 
when  it  is  violating  the  speed  laws  after  being  mechanically  altered 
to  increase  its  speed.) 

Worth  McDonald  and  Mark  Fountain  of  the  Division  of  Motor  Vehicles 
presented  a  document  entitlted  "Traffic  Fatalities  Involving  a  School 
Bus  in  Some  Manner,  1979-1980  School  Year".   This  document,  which  is 
contained  at  Appendix  G,  analyzes  the  13  school  bus  related  deaths 
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Idurlng  the  current  school  year.   The  last  colunm  of  Appendix  G  indicates 
that  in  only  2  cases  has  the  bus  driver  been  charged  with  a  violation 
arising  out  of  the  accidents.   It  should  also  be  noted  that  of  the  13 
fatalities,  only  one  was  a  school  bus  passenger. 

A  statement  was  presented  on  behalf  of  A.  Craig  Phillips,  State 
Superintendent  of  Public  Instruction.   Among  the  recommendations  contained 
in  that  statement  was  six  months  experience  for  drivers  after  receipt 
of  their  license;  a  minimum  of  five  days  experience  under  an  experienced 
bus  driver  before  operating  independently;  more  specifically  defined 
authority  to  set  policy  by  the  State  Board  of  Education;  an  increased 
salary  scale;  and  strong  management  at  the  state,  local  and  individual 
school  level.   (The  complete  statement  is  contained  at  Appendix  H. ) 

A  memorandum  was  also  submitted  on  behalf  of  the  the  State  Board 
of  Education.   This  memorandum  proposed  specific  legislation  to 
strengthen  the  State  Board's  authority  over  the  local  school  bus 
transportation  systems.   (The  text  of  these  recommendations  is  contained 
at  Appendix  I. ) 
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HISTORICAL  DATA 

Over  the  past  five  years  North  Carolina  has  averaged  approximately 
1,165,000  pupils  enrolled  in  the  public  school  system,  with  a  temporary 
rise  at  the  introduction  of  statewide  kindergarten  programs.   During 
the  same  period  of  time  school  bus  ridership  has  remained  relatively 
constant  with  nearly  three-quarters  of  a  million  pupils  being  transported 
to  school  daily  on  approximately  12,000  school  buses. 

The  overall  number  of  school  bus  crashes  has  also  remained  relatively 
stable  during  the  past  five  years  fluctuating  between  about  1100  and 
1300  per  year.   The  majority  of  these  crashes  occurred  in  urban  areas 
with  the  percentage  of  crashes  in  this  category  gradually  rising  over 
the  years.   The  school  bus  driver  was  cited  with  a  violation  of 
traffic  law  in  between  25  and  30  percent  of  the  cases. 

During  this  period  the  number  of  school  bus  passengers  fatally 
injured  has  fluctuated  from  year  to  year  -  to  a  large  extent  due  to 
the  rarity  of  such  instances.   More  recently,  in  the  1978-79  school  year 
eight  school  bus  passengers  were  fatally  injured  (the  worst  year  in 
memory)  whereas  in  the  1979-80  school  year  one  school  bus  passenger 
was  fatally  injured.   Most  of  these  fatalities  were  to  passengers  getting 
on  or  off  the  bus.   Several  other  fatal  crashes  occurred  in  the  1979-80 
school  year  but  they  involved  fatal  injuries  to  occupants  of  other 
vehicles,  bicyclists  and  pedestrians  not  passengers  on  the  school  bus. 
In  fatal  crashes  the  school  bus  driver  is  rarely  charged. 

Mpre  detailed  data  concerning  the  trends  cited  above  appear  in 
Appendix  K. 
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North  Carolina  employs  high  school  students  as  school  bus  drivers 
with  16,  17  and  18  year  old  drivers  accounting  for  about  75  percent  of 
the  driver  complement.   As  detailed  in  Appendices  J  and  K,  16  year 
old  drivers  tend  to  have  the  highest  accident  rate  with  the  rate 
improving  for  17  and  18  year  old  drivers,  to  the  point  that  it  is 
close  to  that  of  drivers  twenty-one  and  older.   Nineteen  and  20  year 
old  drivers  tend  to  have  crash  rates  somewhat  worse  than  18-year-old 
drivers.   It  should  be  noted  that  the  data  in  the  study  cited  in 
Appendix  J,  which  is  more  detailed,  indicates  that  the  21-24  year 
old  age  group  also  has  a  crash  rate  worse  than  the  18  year  old 
age  group. 

All  the  data  above  about  crashes  should  be  put  into  the  perspective 
that  North  Carolina  school  buses  travel  over  500,000  miles  a  school 
day  with  over  725,000  passengers.   With  such  an  enormous  amount  of 
exposure  a  certain  number  of  crashes  are  bound  to  occur.   Fortunately 
most  of  them  are  minor  and  they  seldom  result  in  serious  injury  to 
school  bus  passengers.   In  fact,  according  to  a  U.S.  Department  of 
Transportation  report  cited  in  Appendix  K,  based  on  the  passenger 
injury  rate  per  million  passenger  miles  travelled,  school  bus  passengers 
are  safer  by  a  factor  of  over  7  to  1  than  passenger  car  occupants. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

*  1)   Give  the  bus  driver  trainees  some  experience  driving  the 

bus  while  it  is  loaded  with  children.   A  trained  supervisor 
would  be  aboard  to  point  out  any  errors.   This  recommendation 
could  require  an  amendment  to  the  State  Tort  Claims 
Act  (Appendix  C) . 

2)  Have  the  buses  inspected  daily  by  a  duly  authorized 
mechanic  (Appendix  C) .   An  additional  safeguard  might  be 
to  have  the  driver  fill  out  a  maintenance  form  each  day 
which  would  show  any  mechanical  deficiencies. 

3)  At  the  start  of  the  school  year  and  periodically  during 
the  year,  notify  the  parents  of  the  bus  regulations 
an<^   its  schedule  and  encourage  a  regular  schedule  for  , 
the  bus  (Appendix  C) . 

4)  Require  better  local  supervision  of  the  bus  drivers  which 
would  include  initial  selection,  attention  to  attitude 
and  fitness,  and  physical  capabilities  to  carry  out  the 
responsibilities  of  a  school  bus  driver  (Appendix  C) . 

5)  Improve  the  salary  for  school  bus  drivers.   The  minimum 
salary  for  a  starting  driver  should  be  set  at  $4.00  per 
hour.   This  would  not  necessarily  require  a  state 
appropriation  since  local  funds  could  be  used  to  pay  whatever 
is  necessary  to  attract  competent  drivers  in  a  given 
locality  (Appendix  D) .  (The  State  Board  of  Education  is 

♦Legislation  required 
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going  to  furnish  the  Chairman  of  the  subcommittee  a 
list  of  local  school  units  that  supplement  bus  driver's 
salaries. ) 

6)  Require  all  local  school  bus  supervisors  to  be  thoroughly- 
familiar  with  the  school  bus  driver  training  course 
offered  by  the  Division  of  Motor  Vehicles  and  encourage 
them  to  take  the  test.   This  requirement  v/ould  include 
principals  and  assistant  principals  that  supervise  bus 
drivers  (Appendix  E) , 

7)  Do  not  certify  school  bus  drivers  until  they  have  at 
least  six  months'  licensed  driving  experience  (Appendix  E) , 

8)  Encourage  public  monitoring  of  school  bus  drivers  and 
passengers  so  that  infractions  are  reported  by  the 
public  (Appendix  E) . 

*9)   Add  a  provision  to  G.S.  Chapter  20  that  would  provide,  in 
effect,  that  when  a  vehicle  passes  a  stopped  school  bus 
illegally  such  action  would  constitute  prima  facie  evidence 
that  the  illegal  act  was  committed  by  the  Registered 
owner  (Appendix  F) . 

10)   Encourage  the  formation  of  a  legislative  research 

committee  to  conduct  a  study  to  determine  if  the  State 
Board  of  Education  or  the  Division  of  Motor  Vehicles 
should  be  given  greater  authority  over  the  supervision 
and  management  of  local  school  bus  systems  (Appendix  H 
&  I).   A  report  of  those  findings  should  be  made  to  the 

♦Legislation  required 
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1981  General  Assembly,  together  with  any  recommendations 
for  additional  legislation, 

11)  The  school  buses  shall  not  be  loaded  beyond  seating 
capacity  and  all  school  bus  passengers  will  have  to  be 
seated  while  the  bus  is  in  operation. 

12)  An  unruly  passenger  should  be  reported  by  name  to  the 
school  principal.   Upon  notice  of  a  second  occurrence 
of  the  unruly  student  the  parents  shall  be  notified 
in  writing  and  the  unruly  student  may  be  prohibited 
from  riding  the  bus  again,  pending  an  administrative 

hearing, 

13)  Investigate  the  purchase  of  snub-nosed  buses. 

The  subcommittee  at  this  time  does  not  have  any  recommendations 
on  the  desirability  of  using  school  bus  monitors.   Also,  the 
subcommittee  did  not  investigate  the  possibility  of  employing 
commercial  bus  companies  to  perform  the  services  jiow  performed 
by  school  buses. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

The  subcommittee  is  concerned  about  the  number  of  school 
bus  accidents.   However ,  statistical  analyses  indicates  that 
riding  in  a  school  bus  is  still  safer  than  riding  in  an 
automobile.   In  other  words,  from  a  statistical  point 
of  view,  a  student  is  safer  traveling  to  school  in  a  school 
bus  than  he  is  traveling  to  school  in  the  family  automobile. 

The  committee  also  believes  that  administrative  rules 
and  Regulations,  both  state  and  local,  lack  clarity  and  make 
it  difficult  to  fix  responsibility  when  there  is  a  school 
bus  accident.   It  should  also  be  noted  that  the  subcommittee 
heard  considerable  testimony  indicating  that  local  officials 
in  charge  of  school  bus  operations  often  take  a  lackadaisical 
attitude  towards  their  responsibilities,  and  in  some  cases 
are  guilty  of  outright  incompetence. 

The  subcommittee  wishes  to  express  its  appreciation  to 
Ben  F.  Loeb,  Jr.,  Professor  of  Public  Law  and  Government, 
Institute  of  Government,  the  University  of  North  Carolina  at 
Chapel  Hill,  and  John  H.  Lacey,  Projects  Director,  School  Bus 
Accidents  Studies,  UNC  Highway  Safety  Research  Center  for 
their  extensive  research  and  drafting  assistance. 
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GENERAL  ASSEMBLY  OF  NORTH  CAROLINA 
SESSION  1979 

HOOSE   HESOLUTIOM    42| 


SponsofSi 

Representatives  Hiller;  Spaulding,  Sixth,  Bconomos, 

HolroYd,  Henry  Tvson^  and  Beard. 

Referred  to;   Rules. 


February  16,  | 979 
A   HOOSB   BESOLOTION  CBEATING  A  COHHXTTBE  TO  SIODT  HOBTH  CABOLIMA 
SCHOOL  BOS  ACCIDENTS. 

Hhereas,  nine  students  have  been  killed  in  North 
Carolina  school  bus  accidents  since  September  |,  1 978;  and 

Hhereas,  only  three  students  vere  killed  in  the 
preceding  three  school  years;  and 

Hhereas,  only  95  students  vere  killed  in  school  bus 
accidents  in  the  entire  United  States  during  |977;  and 

Hhereas,   this  matter  needs  intensive  study  to  determine 
the  reasons  for  the  increased   death   rate   so   that   appropriate 
remedial  action  can  be  taken; 
Nov,  therefore,  be  it  resolved  by  the  House  of  Bepresentatives: 

Section  |.  The  House  Highvay  Safety  Committee  is  hereby 
authorized  and  directed  to  conduct  an  intensive  study  of  school 
bus  accidents  in  this  State. 

Sec.  2.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  committee  to  make  a 
comprehensive  study  of  the  recent  rash  of  school  bus  accidents 
and  deaths  in  North  Carolina  and,  if  possible,  to  determine  the 
reasons  therefor.   In  its  study,  the  committee  shall  consider  the 
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1  buses  and  school  bus  equipneot,  existing  traffic  laws,  the  nuaber 

2  of  accidents  involving  tcansportation  of  children  to  and  from 

3  school  by  methods  othec  than  by  school  bus,  systems  used  by  other 
It  states  to  transport  children  to  and  from  school,  and  such  other 
^  information  as  the  committee  thinks  relevant. 

6  Sec.   3.   The  committee  shall  maXe  a  written  report  of 

7  its  study   to   the   Bouse   of   Representatives,   including 

8  recommendations  for  appropriate  legislative  action. 

9  Sec.   4.   This  resolution  shall  become  effective  upon 
10   adoption. 
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G.S.  20-218 


'  iJ}^^'^^^'  ^^Vn^I^  qualifications  for  school  bus  drivers-  soeed  limit 

(a)  No  person  shall  drive  or  operate  a  school  bus  over  t he  public  roads  oV  M oVti; 
'^  ?uMv  Tr'.i n  h''  '^l '""^^  '^  -"^^"^"^'^  ^y  ^hi Idren  unle^ls '  aid  p^son  shall  he 

a   certificate   from   the   Hiehwav    P^trTnf  mJ/k    /^     T  ^^^'' ^"^  ^ 

been  examined  by  a  member  ofThesafd%LfJ,l  ™""'%''howi„K  that  he  has 
'  Satt^ht^e^^Lh^^^r^S's  ?-^ 

•'T^r.tl-a.'ltfu^ndlK'^'^^^-^^K"^^^^^^^^ 

■      SSSli=^~t:Ce-ai^^r5 


COMMENTS 


■      .      ;  No  person  may  operate  a  school  bus  in  North  Carolina, 

unless  he  has  both  an  operator's  or  chauffeur's  hcense  and 
^  a    school  bus  driver's  certificate"  acquired  from  a  driver 

education  representative  of  the  Division  of  Motor  Vehicles 

b  '  eithe^^M'.''.'l''l'^fi ^?  ""^^  ^^  ^P^^^*"^  ^y  ^  driver  who  has 

r  either  th  s  certificate  or  a  chauffeur's  license,  but  the  driver 

of  a  regular  school  bus  must  have  the  certificate . 

The  minimum  age  fiDr  obtaining  a  school  bus  driver's 
certificate  is  16.  and  certificates  must  be  renewed  ev'ry  four 
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years.    There  is  no  charge  for  e^Uh^^  +u         •    •     , 

or  a  renewal  thereof     ArlrTfinl         ^^  anginal  certificate 

U)       Passing  a  stopped  school  bus. 

3  ttTJd'rJTn^  "fK'"""'  "'*'"  12  months . 

4  A  ™^  '^'"'  property  damage . 

<^)       Any  .ofation  ^"^s^^JT^l^/S^^^^^^ 

driver  wfs  oTerauVaTchoofC  'T':!:'"?  ^  ^'°P  ^'g"  ''  *« 
Sse^ations  Govern" L  fh.  T  =1  *'  *^  ""*  tRules  and 

lA^rirT7T974Ti  ■-•  ^-^^  Division  of  Motor  VehlSlii 


A  i' 


^    ?   ¥j 


21 


iiiitaiiiriiiiiiiiiinrn  miiilmiif  r  •'imi- 


JitoiiiiiiffifTfii  riiiiiMtniift  fnr-  lA  itiii  I'tfiimi I  ■•  -^ '—  ^^'  -    ■ 


Appendix  C 


•,i<tV'->«..;*.i'"i';v 


-.d---:'':' 


.■.•:!i  - 


S 


to 


B 


8 
If 

1 

0) 


o 

% 

51 


o 

I 


a 


(a 


4> 


•51    I 


1^ 


o 
h 

O 
O 


cd  0)  tp     -p  o 

•P      "".H    S^^  O 
H  0  Q>       "H 

•y  fi  o  o  o 

^  3  j:^  d  c  g 

•ri  cf  r-i<H  cj  o 

<o  o  ]',   o  u  03 

>  t-\    Q>  T^  +>  43 

O 

^1      •      •      •      •  • 

.-i  cq  o  «  m 


w 
o 

u 
o 

w 
to 

O 


O    0) 


pi 


tT  o 

'.J  p 

41" 


rH 

P    h   O 

•^  'xi  '^ 


0 

o  o 

13  '.-I 

cj  ^^ 


O    iJ 

R  9 


-P    -i-5 


1j       •       •       •       • 

f:a--4  won 


CO 
CI 


o 


o 

•H 

b 

•a 


3 

.g 


o 

• — 1 

o 

•H 
-P 

U 


—         Ol        cr\ 


O  ^, 

O  -P 

O    G)    li 

^  o  o 

n  o  o 
^  o 

'g  "  ^ 
^  -^  •^' 


o 

•rJ 
O 


H3 

a 

o 
o 

u 
o 


.3 


o 

r-J 


-p 
o 


1" 


o 

i>.p 

•l-I    Pj 
-P    o 

.p  .,:j 
d   -J 

i.i     Pi 


fq  c:> 


■5 
I 

ca 
o 


I 


"o         •H 


-  o 


o 

<D 
-P 

O    -ri 

U     W 

O 


O 
•rl 
■P 

CJ 


c3 


-'  c^ 


r-l 
O 
O 


•f  1   d  .H    o 


-p  F2: 


4^     U 

rj 


4^ 


O    O 

u 

o 

o 
i-l  ^. 

r-     O 

VJ     1/3 


O  --'.  PQ  O 

5! 


o 

•H 


•H 

n 

a. 3 

o   C 

^»  -H 

4^ 

4?  ^H 

Pits 

o  c 

o  o 

o  o 

u 

^^ 

b   d 


.S 


w 

P.  0) 


r4 
O 
O 

o 


o 
u 

a 


vO 


22 


^iait  of  ^ortl]  (Earolitta 


THOMAS  W.   BRADSHAW.  JR.  1  100     ^Efo     ^tm     ^UCMUS 


SECRETARY    OF     TRANSPORTATION 
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ELBERT    L.  PETERS,  JR.  LEWIS  P.  WILSON 

COMMISSIONER    OF    MOTOR    VEHICLES  June      12  1980  ASST.    COMMISSIONERS 


MEMORANDUM  TO:   George  Miller,  Chairman,  School  Bus  Committee 

FROM:  Worth  McDonald,  Traffic  Safety  Education  Services 

SUBJECT:        Recommendations  to  the  Committee 

Responding  to  your  inquiry  and  request  of  June  10  that  all  interested 
parties  submit  recommendations  to  your  committee,  I  submit  the  following 
points : 

1.  Improve  the  salary  system  for  school  bus  drivers.   Minimum 
salary  for  a  beginning  driver  should  be  set  at  $4.00/hour. 
The  salary  schedule  should  be  graduated  on  the  basis  of 
years  of  school  bus  driver  experience  at  the  rate  of  5% 

per  annum  through  the  same  number  of  pay  grades  as  all  state 
employees  enjoy. 

2.  Fund  full-time  school  bus  supervisor  positions  at  each  high 
school  in  the  state.   These  individuals  would  assist  the 
principals  in  supervising  school  bus  drivers.   Inaddition, 
establish  10  new  Driver  Education  Representative  positions. 
This  would  bring  the  public  school  bus  load  (average)  of  each 
DER  down  to  approximately  142  and  permit  greater  pre-  and  post- 
certification  training.   (Such  funding  would  be  in  lieu  of  any 
funding  for  monitors.) 

3.  Retain  the  current  age  criteria  for  school  bus  drivers.   Raising 
the  minimum  age  would  create  some  problems  for  systems  which 
presently  do  not  have  them.   Those  systems  which  have  problems 
should  search  for  local  solutions. 
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To:  Representative  George  Miller 

From:  John  H.  Lacey,  University  of  North  Carolina 

Highway  Safety  Research  Center 

Subject:  School  Bus  Safety  Recommendations 

Date:  June  12,  1980 


One  area  in  school  bus  safety  that  I  feel  could  benefit  from 
more  structure  and  more  uniformity  of  quality  and  content  is  that 
of  the  local  level  supervision  and  in-service  training  of  school 
bus  drivers.  My  impression  is  that  across  the  state  there  is  a 
great  deal  of  local  variation  in  the  emphasis  placed  on  school  bus 
safety,  the  quality  of  supervision  and  the  quality  of  in-service 
training.  There  are  some  low  cost  steps  that  could  be  taken  that 
may  have  potential  for  affecting  some  of  these  issues.  I  recommend 
the  following  measures  be  considered. 

1)  Requiring  that  all  local  supervisors  take  and  pass  the 
initial  school  bus  driver  training  course  offered  by  the  Division 
of  Motor  Vehicles.  This  would  include  the  principals  and  assistant 
principals  that  supervise  bus  drivers  as  well  as  those  in  the  trans- 
portation department  who  play  a  supervisory  role. 

2)  Requiring  the  local  jurisdictions  to  make  maximum  use 
of  the  Driver  Education  Representatives  and  their  audio-visual 
materials  in  regular  in-service  training  as  a  first  step  in  stand- 
ardizing in-service  training. 

Sixteen  year  old  bus  drivers  have  the  highest  school  bus  crash 
rate. 

3)  I  recommend  that  school  bus  drivers  not  be  certified  until 
they  have  at  least  one  year's  licensed  driving  experience.  For 
teenage  drivers  this  should  afford  school  principals,  who  must 
recruit  the  drivers,  an  additional  year  to  observe  behavior  and 
conduct  their  screening  of  potential  drivers.  It  also  affords  the 
candidate  school  bus  drivers  an  opportunity  to  exhibit  both  good  and 
bad  driving  behavior  in  passenger  cars.  I  recommend  that  some 


24 


Appendix  E  (Pt.  II) 


sort  of  assistant  driver  program  be  considered  so  that  potential 
drivers  may  benefit  from  an  apprenticeship  period. 

Local  officials  tell  of  difficulty  in  recruiting  and  retaining 
school  bus  drivers. 

4)  I  recommend  that  an  increase  in  base  pay  for  school  bus 
drivers  be  considered  along  with  a  graduated  pay  scale  which  would 
rev^ard  drivers  who  continue  to  qualify  and  stay  on  the  job.  (Proven 
experience  driving  a  bus  safely  is  probably  one  of  the  better  pre- 
dictions of  subsequent  driving  behavior.) 

Parents  express  concern  about  school  bus  safety  and  frustration 
in  feeling  that  their  complaints  are  unheard. 

5)  I  recommend  that  an  institutionalized  public  monitoring 
system  of  school  bus  driving  be  established.  This  system  should 
provide  a  routinized  mechanism  for  reporting  both  good  and  bad 
driving  behavior  to  supervisors  that  they  may  take  appropriate  action. 
Ideally,  it  should  be  coupled  with  a  public  information  program 
enlisting  public  support  of  the  school  transportation  system. 

l/ith  the  difficulty  that  local  administrators  report  they  have 
recruiting  bus  drivers  at  present  pay  levels,  I  recommend  that  any 
change  in  the  age  limits  be  paired  with  an  adjustment  of  the  salary 
rate.  Otherwise,  some  jurisdictions  may  find  themselves  beginning 
the  school  year  without  enough  bus  drivers  to  operate  their  school 
bus  fleet. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  share  my  thoughts  with  you 
on  this  subject.  If  I  can  be  of  any  assistance  to  you  please  let 
me  know. 
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C  IR  CUM  STANCE  S 

Manner  of  Death 

Bus  and  car  from  opposite  di- 
rections; bus  on  bridge  (narrow] 
car  braked,   skidded  into  bridge 
rail  ing 

Driver  of  car  ran  off  road  to  the 
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SCHOOL  TRANSPORTATION  SAFETY  RECOMMENDATIONS 

by 

A.  Craig  Phillips 
State  Superintendent  of  Public  Instruction 


*  General 


-  The  school  transportation  system  is  safe,  successful,  and  very 
cost-effective. 

-  The  student  driver  program  works  very  well  in  most  school 
systems. 

-  The  accident  rates  have  not  increased  dramatically  statewide, 
are  at  a  minimum  when  compared  to  comparable  systems. 

-  The  current  concern  is  limited  to  a  few  urban  communities. 

-  The  system  needs  support,  adequate  funding,  and  constant 
improvement,  but  it  does  not  merit  major  overhall. 

*  Recommendations 

-  Legislation 

.  6  months  experience  after  receipt  of  driver's  license. 

.  Minimum  of  5  days  experience  under  an  experienced  bus  driver 
before  operating  independently. 

.  Clarification  and  more  specifically  defined  authority  to  set 
policy  by  the  State  Board  of  Education. 

.  A  salary  schedule  based  on  an  allotment  of  $4.00  per  hour. 
The  schedule  should  provide  for  graduated  pay  rates  to  attract 
and  retain  experienced  drivers. 

.  Direction  to  law  enforcement  officials,  public,  to  become  more 
involved  in  general  supervision  of  buses  on  streets  and  roads. 

.  Direction  that  State  Board  fund  and  carry  out  research, 
experimentation,  and  demonstration  of  new  approaches  to  training, 
management,  and  evaluation  of  the  system. 

*  Management  of  the  System 

-  The  complex  school  transportation  system  requires  a  strong  management 
system  at: 

.  State  level 

32 
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.  Local  unit  level 

.  Individual  school  level 

-  Legislation  should  direct  the  State  Board  and  local  boards  to 
manage  the  system  effectively. 

-  Funding  should  be  provided  to  provide  adequate  management  at  the 
State,  local  and  school  levels. 

-  With  sufficient  authority  and  funding,  the  State  Board  and  local 
boards  will  manage  the  system  effectively. 


33 
6/13/80 
jn 


Appendix   I    (Pt.    I) 


Snntt  of  2fartl|  fflaroUna 


A  CRAIG  PHILLIPS  ^iHitrintenbent  of  {public  Jnetruttlon  jerome  h.  melton 

fialeigli   27BU 

June  16,  1980 


SlIPEniNTENOCNT  DEPUTY 

Will.       ITCH  SUPERINTENDENT 

fialeigli   27BU 


Representative  George  Miller 
Room  1323 

Legislative  Building 
Raleigh,  North  Carolina 

Dear  Representative  Miller: 

After  having  time  to  examine  the  suggested  changes  in  the  statutes 
pertaining  to  State  Board  authority  in  school  bus  transportation, 
we  have  revised  our  recommended  language.  I  am  attaching  a  summary 
of  the  comments  I  made  before  your  Committee  and  a  new  set  of  statutory 
changes  that  we  propose  you  make.  If  there  are  questions,  I  will  be 
glad  to  answer  them.  Please  destroy  the  original  changes  delivered  to 
you  on  Friday. 


SirVcerely, 


I  ton 
JHMijn 
Attachment 
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State  Board  of  Education 


Proposed  Changes  in  Statutes  Relating  to  School  Bus  Transportation 
to  Give  the  State  Board  Authority 
to  Administer  the  Transportation  of  Pupils 


G.S.  115-11(23).   The  State  Board  is  authorized  and  directed  to 
promulgate  rules  and  regulations  governing  the  operation  of  the  school 
transportation  system  by  the  local  education  agencies  of  the  State. 


G.S.  115-181.     Second  line--delete  the  word  "no"  -  change  word 
"or"  to  "and". 
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SCHOOL  BUS  SAFETY  IN  NORTH  CAROLINA 

Presented  to  the  North  Carolina 
State  Board  of  Education 
Transportation  Committee 

Patricia  F.  Waller,  Ph.D. 
Staff  Associate 
The  University  of  North  Carolina 
Highway  Safety  Research  Center 

April  1,  1976 


Although  school  buses  provide  one  of  the  safest  forms  of  transpor- 
tation on  the  basis  of  miles  driven,  nevertheless  it  is  of  concern  to 
parents  and  society  to  make  it  even  safer.  The  federal  government 
now  has  a  standard  covering  pupil  transportation  that  outlines  in 
detail  the  requirements  for  an  acceptable  program. 

To  the  eyes  of  an  outside  observer  the  most  disturbing  aspect  of 
the  North  Carolina  pupil  transportation  system  is  the  fact  that  we 
use  primarily  high  school  students  as  our  drivers.  Because  of  the 
growing  national  concern  about  school  bus  transportation  and  because 
there  was  some  feeling  among  those  who  train  school  bus  drivers  in 
North  Carolina  that  perhaps  the  students  available  for  training  today 
are  not  of  the  caliber  that  was  once  the  case,  we  examined  the 
records  of  school  bus  drivers  to  see  how  the  younger  ones  perform 
compared  to  the  older  ones. 

Accident  rates  in  North  Carolina  for  one  school  year  were 
analyzed.  It  was  found  that  younger  drivers  (age  16  through  20)  had  a 
higher  accident  rate  than  the  adult  drivers  (age  21  and  over),  but 
the  poorer  record  of  the  younger  drivers  was  accounted  for  by  the 
16-year-old  drivers.  With  this  group  removed,  drivers  age  17  through 
20  were  as  good  as  the  older  ones. 

Because  further  analyses  indicated  that  the  problem  of  the 
16-year-old  driver  was  primarily  one  of  inexperience,  recommendations 
were  made  to  license  more  school  bus  drivers  at  age  17  rather  than 
16  whenever  possible,  provided  they  have  had  a  full  year  of  motor 
vehicle  driving  experience.  It  was  also  recommended  that  the  training 
of  the  16-year-old  drivers  be  extended  and  upgraded. 

It  should  be  underscored  that  the  drivers  age  17  through  19,  who 
constitute  the  vast  majority  of  the  total  number  of  school  bus  drivers 
in  North  Carolina,  compared  well  with  the  drivers  age  25  through  54. 
Furthermore,  the  crashes  of  the  16-year-old  drivers,  although  more 
frequent,  were  no  more  severe  than  those  of  older  drivers.  Thus,  it 
appears  that  our  practice  of  using  student  drivers  can  be  justified 
in  light  of  the  findings. 
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The  federal  standard  includes  a  number  of  requirements  that  North 
Carolina  is  moving  to  meet.  Although  federal  standards  can  be  valuable 
in  providing  the  guidelines  and  the  impetus  to  make  needed  improve- 
ments, my  own  opinion  is  that  they  should  not  be  automatically 
accepted  as  being  based  on  valid  evidence.  For  example,  one  of  the 
requirements  under  the  standard  is  that  enough  buses  be  provided  so 
that  there  will  be  no  standees.  Having  ridden  a  school  bus  through- 
out my  public  school  education  and  having  spent  countless  hours 
standing  and  swaying  as  the  bus  started  and  stopped,  I  am  sympathetic 
to  this  requirement.  Nevertheless,  I  question  it  on  saffety  grounds. 
I  know  of  no  evidence,  nor  have  I  been  able  to  discover  any  from 
Washington  sources,  that  standees  are  at  greater  risk  of  injury  than 
pupils  who  are  seated.  I  am  told  that  in  North  Carolina  bus  crashes 
usually  occur  toward  the  end  of  the  route  when  the  bus  is  only  partially 
full  and  seat  availability  is  not  a  problem.   The  evidence  on 
fatalities  is  that  these  are  much  more  likely  to  occur  to  pupils  off 
the  bus,  either  waiting  for  it  or  having  recently  unboarded.  Before 
large  sums  of  money  are  spent  to  provide  adequate  seating  I  would 
want  to  know  whether  it  would  be  more  beneficial  from  a  safety  stand- 
point to  spend  the  money  modifying  the  interior  of  the  bus.  A 
careful  study  of  school  bus  crashes  is  needed,  including  good  informa- 
tion on  the  location  of  pupils  and  how  injuries  are  incurred,  before 
rational  decisions  can  be  made  in  this  area.  We  have  a  request  for 
funding  of  such  a  study  currently  under  consideration  by  the  State. 
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School  Bus  Transportation  Data 
compiled  by  UNC  Highway  Safety  Research  Center 


325 


74-75 

Final  Average  daily  membership  1,160,363 
^Pupils  Transported  on  School  Bus  713,903 

Total  //  of  Buses  Operated 

2 
Total  //  of  School  Bus  Crashes 

^'■^  Total  //  of  Urban  Crashes 

^'■^  Total  //  of  Rural  Crashes 

2  Total  //  of  Crashes  with  School 
Bus  Drivers  Cited 

^  Total  //  of  School  Bus  Passenger 
Fatalities 

2  Total  //  of  Crashes  Fatal  to 
School  Bus  Passenger  with 
School  Bus  Driver  Charged 

1  2 
♦  Crash  Involved  Drivers  Per 

Driver  by  Age 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
i21 


75-76 


76-77 


77-78 


78-79   79-8 


,160,363 

1,167,014 

1,183,191 

1,174,302 

1,155,501 

713.903 

726,853 

735,657 

728,748 

725,204 

11,292 

11,447 

11,675 

11,930 

12,129 

1,116 

1,077 

1,222 

1,292 

1,193 

573 

563 

638 

711 

790 

530 

510 

583 

581 

403 

311 


298 


398 


308 


.194 

.155 

.195 

.225 

.165 

.110 

.104 

.116 

.125 

.108 

.075 

.075 

.079 

.073 

.103 

.086 

.108 

.109 

.135 

.111 

.161 

.099 

.114 

.106 

.148 

.056 

.063 

.068 

.064 

.055 

The  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation  estimated  in  their  1977  report  to 
Congress  on  School  Bus  Safety  that  the  passenger  injury  rate  per  million  passenger 
miles  in  passenger  cars  is  7.2  times  that  in  school  buses. 

■•■Compiled  from  Department  of  Public  Instruction  data. 

2 
Compiled  from  Division  of  Motor  Vehicles  Data 

•^Total  of  urban/rural  crashes  less  than  total  number  of  crashes  because 
of  missing  data  on  some  cases. 

^School  Bus  Vehicle  Safety  Report,  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation, 
I    Washington,  D.C.,  1977. 
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